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Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

Applicants respectfully request Pre- Appeal Brief Review of the final rejection in this case 
because there is no prima facie case of obviousness. 

The Examiner's proposed combination cannot be made because it changes the principle 
of operation of the arrangement in the primary reference. MPEP 2143.10(VI) states that a 
proposed modification or combination of the prior art does not establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness when that proposed combination changes the principle of operation of a reference. 
In this case, the Examiner proposes to combine the Jin reference (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0012158) 
with a statement made by Applicants in Applicants' specification. Putting aside, for the moment, 
the Examiner's interpretation of Applicants' statement, the proposed combination cannot be 
made. 



1 

PACE 4/7 " RCVD AT 2/11/2008 1:25:20 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-4/18 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID: 12489888363 ' DURATION (mm-ss): 02-34 



f • • • 

,^-02/11/2008 MON 13:29 FAX 12489888363 USPTO 

67,108-022 
Capece2-ll 

The Jin reference discloses an arrangement where one base station (BTS) includes a 
global positioning system (GPS) device and the one BTS distributes the GPS timing information 
over an Ethernet connection among several BTSs connected to the one that has the GPS device; 
(See, e.g., paragraph 0008 on page 1 and paragraph 0028 on page 3). If there is no GPS signal 
available over the Ethernet connection, a clock recovery circuit at each connected BTS takes a 
data stream off the Ethernet connection and uses transitions of the data stream to "recover" the 
clock signal from the one BTS that includes the GPS device and a special oscillator to provide 
the clock signal. This is described, for example, in paragraphs 0037 and 0038 on page 4. 

If one were to make the substitution suggested by the Examiner (e.g., to substitute in 
Applicants' future time data set generated by a neural network), in place of the clock signal 
recovery technique described in the Jin reference, that would completely change the principle of 
the operation of the arrangement in the Jin reference. Such a modification cannot be made 
according to MPEP 2143.01(VI). Replacing the clock signal recovery technique of the Jin 
reference with Applicants' future time data set completely changes the principle of operation in 
the Jin reference and there is no prima facie case of obviousness because the Examiner's 
proposed combination cannot be made. 

Applicants further disagree with the Examiner's interpretation of the statement in 
paragraph 0024 of Applicants' specification. The Examiner interprets paragraph 0024 as if 
Applicants are admitting that it is known to generate a data set of future time information from a 
neural network. That is incorrect. The statements in paragraph 0024 of Applicants' specification 
indicate that neural network techniques are known and that one skilled in the art "who has the 
benefit of [Applicants'] description" will be able to apply a known neural network technique to 
generate a data set of coefficients that provide a curve fitting function to provide predicted or 
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future time information in accordance with Applicants' specification. Applicants are the first to 
disclose or suggest using a neural network for generating future time information. There has not 
been any admission that the data set of Applicants' disclosure is known. Instead, the statement 
that the Examiner is taking out of context only indicates that neural network techniques are 
known. 

The point of the statement in paragraph 0024 of Applicants' specification is that once a 
person of skill in the art understands from Applicants' disclosure that it would be useful to 
generate a data set of future time information using a neural network, such a skilled artisan could 
apply a known neural network technique to generate a data set that will meet their particular 
needs. In other words, after a person of skill in the art understands Applicants' disclosure, that 
skilled artisan would be able to apply a known neural network technique to practice Applicants' 
invention, based upon Applicants' disclosure (which is not prior art against Applicants' own 
claims). 

Therefore, the Examiner's proposed combination does not establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness because it is combining the Jin reference with a non-existent piece of prior art. In 
other words, Applicants have not admitted what the Examiner contends and the Examiner cannot 
rely upon Applicants' detailed description of their own invention as a piece of prior art for 
attempting to manufacture a prima facie case of obviousness. 
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The final rejection must be withdrawn. 

Respectfully submitted, 
CARLSON, GASKEY & OLDS 




Dated: February 11, 2008 



David. 

,139 

MapleRd., Ste. 350 
Birmingham, MI 48009 
(248) 988-8360 
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